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REMARKS 



Introduction 

Applicant also notes with appreciation the Examiner's indication that each of the 
references cited in the Information Disclosure Statement of April 16, 2008 has been considered. 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendment, claims 1, 2, 4-8, 22-28 and 31-46 are pending 
in the application without prejudice or disclaimer. Claims 1, 8, 25-27, 33, 38, 41, 42, and 46 
have been amended. Claims 3, 9-21 , and 29-30 have been canceled. No new matter is being 
presented. In view of the following remarks, reconsideration and allowance of all the pending 
claims are requested. 



Election/Restrictions 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that: 

[n]ewly submitted claims 44-45 are directed to inventions that are independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: 

Claim 44 is directed to an invention in which an absence ot a computer 
readable readable [sic] code on a portable security device prevents an operating 
system of the data processing system from booting; 

Claim 45 is directed to an invention in which an integrated circuit memory 
to store therein data of the data processing system is sufficient to substitute Tor a 
floppy disk drive thereof. 

Applicant respectfully submits that claims 44-45 relate to a "portable security device for a 
USB-supporting data processing system," which is the same as independent claims 1 and 33. 

With regard to claim 44, this claim recites, among other tilings, 

a USB interface enclosed within the housing and electrically interposed between 
the USB connector and the memory to provide the computer readable code to 
the data processing system, the absence of which preventing an operating] 
system of the data processing system from booting. 

Applicant submits that this is a similar variation of 

displaying an error message when the password on the USB security device 
does not match the password stored in the host computer and preventing the 
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host computer from being booted when the password on the USB security device 
does not match the password stored in the host computer (emphasis added) 

that is recited in independent claim 25. 

With regard to claim 45, this claim recites, among other things, " an integrated circuit 
memory to store therein data of the data processing system sufficient to substitute for a floppy 
disk drive thereof (emphasis added). Applicant respectfully submits that this is a similar 
variation of the recitation of "an integrated circuit memory for writing/reading data" (emphasis 
added) in claims 1 and 33. 

Applicant respectfully submits that given the similarities of the variations of Applicant's portable 
security device for a USB-supporting data processing system, an unduly and burdensome search 
would not be necessary. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the election/restriction requirement for claims 44 and 45, and 
reconsideration of these claims are earnestly solicited. 

Objections 

The Examiner has objected to claims 1 and 25-27 due to informalities. Applicant has 
amended claims 1 and 25-27 in order to address the Examiner's concerns and to expedite 
prosecution of the above-identified patent application. 

Accordingly, reconsideration of these claims and withdrawal of these objections are 
earnestly solicited. 

Rejection under 35 USC §112 

Claims 41-42 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §11?, firsl paragraph. Applicant has 
amended claims 38, 41, and 42 in order to address the Examiner's concerns and k> oxpociile 
prosecution of the above-identified patent application. 

Accordingly, reconsideration of these claims and wilhdmwnl ol Ihoso objections an; 
earnestly solicited. 
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Rejection under 35 USC §112 

Claims 1-2, 4-8, 22-24 and 32 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second 
paragraph. Applicant has amended claims 1 and 8 in order to address the Examiner's concerns 
and to expedite prosecution of the above-identified patent application. Accordingly, 
reconsideration of these claims and withdrawal of these rejections are earnestly solicited. 

Rejection under 35 USC §103 

Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 22-24, 33-40 and 43 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,671,808 to Abbott et al. (hereinafter " Abbott ") in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 5,599,196 to Powell et al. (hereinafter " Powell ") in view of PTO No 2007- 
2593 (translation of CN 203264U) to Liu (hereinafter "Lui") and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,062,881 to Ellison (hereinafter " Ellison "). Claims 1,2, 4-6, 22-24, 33-40 and 43 have been 
alternately rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Abbott in view of 
Powell and Liu. Claims 1 , 2, 4-6, 22-24, 33-40 and 43 have been also alternately rejected under 
35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Abbott in view of Powe ll and Ellison . In view of 
the following remarks, reconsideration and allowance of these claims is earnestly solicited. 

Claim 1 

Applicant has amended claim 1 to recite, among other tilings, 

a connector cover elastically biased against an external surface ol the portable 
memory device to cover the USB conneclor when the portable memory device; is 
not connected to the USB-supporting data processing system thereby prelecting 
the USB connector from damage, the elastically biased connecter cover being 
slidably retractable over the external surface of the portable memory device to 
expose the USB connector when conneclod to the USB perl 

On page 8 of the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledges and Applicant agrees Hint 
Abbott fails to teach or suggest 

a connector cover elastically biased to cover the; USB connector when the 
portable memory device is not connected to the USB- supporting data processing 
system thereby protecting the USB connector Irom damage, the connector cover 
being slidably retractable against the elastic bias to expose the USB connector to 



12 



Serial No.: 09/685,138 

Docket No.: 112-1001 

Amendment dated October 24, 2008 

Reply to the Office Action of July 24, 2008 



be connected to the USB port. 

On pages 8 and 9 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Powell describes "a 
connector cover [1 4, FIGs. 9-1 2] elastically biased to cover connector [1 04, 1 08 - FIG. 1 ] when 
the connector is not connected to a receptacle [FIGs. 9-10] thereby protecting the connector 
from damage" and "the connector cover being slidably retractable against the elastic bias [30, 
FIG. 1] to expose the connector when the connector is connected to the receptacle [FIGs. 11- 
12]." The Examiner also contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a connector cover, as is taught by Powell, in order to 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector and to provide protection to the 
USB connector when the memory device is not connected to the USB-supporting 
data processing system - thereby protecting the connector from damage. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Abbott and Powell , whether taken alone or in 

combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

a connector cover elastically biased against an external surface of the portable 
memory device to cover the USB connector when the portable memory device is 
not connected to the USB-supporting data processing system thereby protecting 
the USB connector from damage, the elastically biased connector cover being 
slidably retractable over the external surface of the portable memory device to 
expose the USB connector when connected to the USB port. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts wilhin body 

16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - retractable shealh 14 is not a 

"connector cover" that is "elastically biased against an external suifucc" ol a "portable memory 

device" where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over the external smlaee of Ihe 

portable memory device" (emphasis added). 

Since Abbott and Powell , whether taken alone or in combination wilh one ;inother, tail in 
teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 1, claim 1 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 9 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends thai I in describes 

a connector cover [13, FIG. 2] elastically biased to cover a connector |», I IG. ?\ 
when the connector is not connected to a receptacle |l IG. page 3, line (>| 
thereby protecting the connector from damage [page 3, line y\, the connector 
cover being slidably retractable against the elastic bias |10, I \c. 7\ to expose Ihe 
connector when the connector is connected to the receptacle jpage ;>, lint;:-, 1(i 
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19]. 

The Examiner further contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a connector cover, as is taught by Powell, in order to 
protect the USB connector from being damaged and to prevent external 
exposure of the USB connector when the memory device is not connected to the 
USB-supporting data processing system - as is suggested by Liu and Powell. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Abbott , Powell , and Liu, whether taken alone or in 

combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

a connector cover elastically biased against an external surface of the portable 
memory device to cover the USB connector when the portable memory device is 
not connected to the USB-supporting data processing system thereby protecting 
the USB connector from damage, the elastically biased connector cover being 
slidably retractable over the external surface of the portable memory device to 
expose the USB connector when connected to the USB port. 

In contrast, as discussed above, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 

retracts within body 16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - retractable 

sheath 14 is not a "connector cover" that is "elastically biased against an external surface" of a 

"portable memory device" where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over the external 

surface of the portable memory device" (emphasis added). Although Liu illustrates in FIG. 2 

that the protective lid 13 is slidable on insulating cover handle A, Liu fails to teach or suggest 

that the protective lid 13 is "elastically biased against an external suiface" of a "portable memory 

device" and where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over the external surface ol tin; 

portable memory device" (emphasis added). At best, Liu illustrates in FIG. 2 lhal the protective 

lid 13 is biased against the protective lid spring 10 - not lhal the protective lift 13 is "elastically 

biased against an external surface" of a "portable memory device" (emphasis added) 

Since Abbott , Powell, and Liu, whether taken alone or in combination with one another, 
fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 1, claim 1 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On pages 9 and 10 of the Office Action, the Examiner still further contends lhal I llison 
describes "a connector cover [60, FIG. 5] biased to cover a connector \l>(), I IG. l>\ when the 
connector is not connected to a receptacle [FIG. 3] thereby protecting the connector from 
damage" and "the connector cover being slidably retractable against the elastic bins | fU, I K*., ;>| 
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to expose the connector when the connector is connected to the receptacle [FIG. 4]." The 
Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a connector cover, as is taught by Powell, in order to 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector and to prevent objects from 
coming into contact with the USB connector - thereby protecting the USB 
connector from damage when the memory device is not connected to the USB- 
supporting data processing system (as are suggested by Powell and Ellison). 

Applicant respectfully submits that Abbott , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in 

combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

a connector cover elastically biased against an external surface of the portable 
memory device to cover the USB connector when the portable memory device is 
not connected to the USB-supporting data processing system thereby protecting 
the USB connector from damage, the elastically biased connector cover being 
slidably retractable over the external surface of the portable memory device to 
expose the USB connector when connected to the USB port. 

In contrast, as discussed above, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable 

sheath 14 retracts within body 16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - 

retractable sheath 14 is not a "connector cover" that is "elastically biased against an external 

surface" of a "portable memory device" where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over 

the external surface of the portable memory device" (emphasis added). Ellis on illustrates in 

FIGS. 2-4 that the blade cover member 60 is slidably inserted into casing 20, and that Iho blade: 

cover member 60 is biased against springs 75. Thus, the blade cover member 60 is no! a 

"connector cover" that is "elastically biased against an external surface" of a "portable) memory 

device" where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over Iho external suilace of the 

portable memory device" (emphasis added). 

Since Abbott , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination with one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 1, 
claim 1 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection and allowance ol this claim are earnestly 
solicited. 
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Claims 2, 4-6, and 22-24 

With regard to claims 2, 4-6, and 22-24, it is requested that for at least the reasons that 
these claims depend from allowable claim 1 , and therefore contain each of the features as 
recited in claim 1, claims 2, 4-6, and 22-24 are also patentable over Abbott and Powell , or 
Abbott , Powell , and Liu, or Abbott , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination 
with one another. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of these rejections and allowance of these claims is earnestly 
solicited. 



Claim 33 

Applicant has amended claim 33 to recite, among other things, 

a retractable cover having a rectangular cross-section surrounding the USB 
connector, the retractable cover being elastically biased against an outer surface 
of the USB connector to protect the USB connector from damage when the 
portable memory device is not connected to the USB-supporting data processing 
system. 

On page 11 of the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledges and Applicanl agrees that 
Abbott fails to teach or suggest 

a retractable cover having a rectangular cross-section surrounding the USB 
connector, the retractable cover being elastically biased to protect the USB 
connector from damage when the portable memory device is nol connected to 
the USB-supporting data processing system. 

On page 11 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Powell describe::-. 

a retractable cover [14, FIGs. 9-12] having a rectangular cm:-.:; suction 
surrounding a connector [14, FIG 1; col. 6, lines 47-53], the retractable coven 
being elastically biased to protect the connector from damage; when tin; 
connector is not connected to a receptacle. 

The Examiner further contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time; (lit: 
invention was made to add a retractable cover, as is taught by I 'owell, in order to 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector and to protect the USB 
connector from damage when the portable memory device is not connected lo 
the USB-supporting data processing system. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that Abbott and Powell , whether taken alone or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

a retractable cover having a rectangular cross-section surrounding the USB 
connector, the retractable cover being elastically biased against an outer surface 
of the USB connector to protect the USB connector from damage when the 
portable memory device is not connected to the USB-supporting data processing 
system. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - retractable sheath 14 is not "a 
retractable cover" that is "elastically biased against an outer surface of the USB connector" to 
"protect the USB connector from damage" (emphasis added). At best, Powell illustrates in 
FIGS. 9 and 10 that the retractable sheath 14 is biased against springs - not "against an outer 
surface" of a USB connector. 

Since Abbott and Powell , whether taken alone or in combination with one another, fail to 
teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 33, claim 33 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 12 of the Office Action, the Examiner also contends that Liu describes "a 
retractable cover [13, FIG. 2] elastically biased to protect a connector [8, FIG. 2J from damage 
[page 3, line 2] when the connector is not connected to a receptacle [FIG. 2; page 3, line 6]." 
The Examiner contends that "[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to add a retractable cover, as is taught by Powell, in order to 
protect the USB connector from damage and to prevent external exposure of the USB 
connector when the portable memory device in not connected lo the USB-supporting data 
processing system - as is suggested by Liu and Powell." 

Applicant respectfully submits that Abbott, Powell, and Liu, whether taken alone; or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among olhor things, 

a retractable cover having a rectangular cross-section surrounding ihe USB 
connector, the retractable cover being elastically biased against an outer surface 
of the USB connector to protect the USB connector from damage when the 
portable memory device is not connected lo the USB supporting data processing 
system. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 1-1 retracts within body 
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16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - retractable sheath 14 is not "a 
retractable cover" that is "elastically biased against an outer surface of the USB connector" to 
"protect the USB connector from damage" (emphasis added). At best, Powell illustrates in 
FIGS. 9 and 10 that the retractable sheath 14 is biased against springs - not "against an outer 
surface" of a USB connector. Although Liu illustrates in FIG. 2 that the protective lid 13 is 
slidable on insulating cover handle 4, Liu fails to teach or suggest that the protective lid 13 is "a 
retractable cover" that is "elastically biased against an outer surface of the USB connector" to 
"protect the USB connector from damage" (emphasis added). At best, Liu illustrates in FIG. 2 
that the protective lid 13 is biased against the protective lid spring 10 - nof that the protective lid 
1 3 is "a retractable cover" that is "elastically biased against an outer surface of the USB 
connector" to "protect the USB connector from damage" (emphasis added). 

Since Abbott , Powell , and Uu, whether taken alone or in combination with one another, 
fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 33, claim 33 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 10 of the Office Action, the Examiner still further contends that Ellison 
describes "a retractable cover [60, FIG. 5] elastically biased to protect a connector [50, FIG. 5] 
when the connector is not connected to a receptacle [FIG. 3] thereby protecting the connector 
from damage." The Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a retractable cover, as is taught by Powell, in order lo 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector and lo prevenl objects from 
coming into contact with the USB connector - thereby protecting Iho USB 
connector from damage when the portable memory device is nol connected to 
the USB-supporting data processing system (as are suggested by Powell and 
Ellison. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Abbott , Powell, and Ellison, whether taken alone or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggcsl, among other things, 

a retractable cover having a rectangular cross-section surrounding the; USI5 
connector, the retractable cover being elastically biased against an outer surface 
of the USB connector to protect the USB connector from damage when the 
portable memory device is not connected to the USB-supporting data pi one: .sing 
system. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 letiads within body 
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16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - retractable sheath 14 is not "a 
retractable cover" that is "elastically biased against an outer surface of the USB connector" to 
"protect the USB connector from damage" (emphasis added). At best, Powell illustrates in 
FIGS. 9 and 10 that the retractable sheath 14 is biased against springs - not "against an outer 
surface" of a USB connector. Ellison illustrates in FIGS. 2-4 that the blade cover member 60 is 
slidably inserted into casing 20 and biased against springs 75. Thus, the blade cover member 
60 is not "a retractable cover" that is "elastically biased against an outer surface of the USB 
connector" to "protect the USB connector from damage" (emphasis added). 

Since Abbott , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination with one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 33, 
claim 33 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection and allowance of this claim are earnestly 
solicited. 

Claims 34-40 and 43 

With regard to claims 34-40 and 43, it is requested lhat for at least the reasons that 
these claims depend from allowable claim 33, and therefore contain each of the features as 
recited in claim 33, claims 34-40 and 43 are also patentable over Abbott and Powell, or Abbott, 
Powell , and Liu, or Abbott , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination wilh one 
another. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of these rejections and allowance of these claims is earnestly 
solicited. 

Rejection under 35 USC §103 

Claims 1 and 7-8 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,038,320 to Miller (hereinafter "Miller'') in view of Powell. Claims 1 and / 
8 have been alternatively rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Miller in 
view of Powell and Liu. Claims 1 and 7-8 have been also alternatively rejected under :<5 (J SC. 
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§1 03(a) as being unpatentable Miller in view of Powell and Ellison . In view of the following 
remarks, reconsideration and allowance of these claims are earnestly solicited. 



Claim 1 

Applicant has amended claim 1 to recite, among other things, 

a connector cover elastically biased against an external surface of the portable 
memory device to cover the USB connector when the portable memory device is 
not connected to the USB-supporting data processing system thereby protecting 
the USB connector from damage, the elastically biased connector cover being 
slidably retractable over the external surface of the portable memory device to 
expose the USB connector when connected to the USB port. 

On page 14 of the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledges and Applicant agrees that Miller 

fails to teach or suggest 

a connector cover elastically biased to cover the USB connector when the 
portable memory device is not connected to the USB-supporting data processing 
system thereby protecting the USB connector from damage, the connector cover 
being slidably retractable against the elastic bias to expose Ihe USB connector to 
be connected to the USB port. 

On page 14 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that PpwcH describes "a connector 

cover [14, FIGs. 9-12] elastically biased to cover connector [104, 108 - FIG. 1 1 when Iho 

connector is not connected to a receptacle [FIGs. 9-10] thereby protecting the connector from 

damage" and "the connector cover being slidably retractable against the clastic bias |30, FIG. 1] 

to expose the connector when the connector is connected to the receptacle |l IGs. 1 1 12|." On 

pages 14 and 15, the Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the; lime the 
invention was made to add a connector cover, as is taught by Powell, in order to 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector and lo provide protection to the 
USB connector when the memory device is not connected to the USB -supporting 
data processing system - thereby protecting Ihe connector Irorn damage. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Mille r and Powell, whether taken alone or in 

combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among olhei things, 

a connector cover elastically biased against an external surlace ol the portable 
memory device to cover the USB connector when the portable memory device is 
not connected to the USB-supporting data processing system thereby protecting 
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the USB connector from damage, the elastically biased connector cover being 
slidably retractable over the external surface of the portable memory device to 
expose the USB connector when connected to the USB port. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 

16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - retractable sheath 14 is not a 

"connector cover" that is "elastically biased against an external surface" of a "portable memory 

device" where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over the external surface of the 

portable memory device" (emphasis added). 

Since Abbott and Powell , whether taken alone or in combination with one another, fail to 
teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 1, claim 1 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 15 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Liu describes 

a connector cover [13, FIG. 2] elastically biased to cover a connector [8, FIG. 2] 
when the connector is not connected to a receptacle [FIG. 2; page 3, line 6] 
thereby protecting the connector from damage [page 3, line 2], the connector 
cover being slidably retractable against the elastic bias [10, FIG. 2] to expose the 
connector when the connector is connected to the receptacle [page 5, lines 16- 
19]. 

The Examiner further contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art al the time the 
invention was made to add a connector cover, as is taught by Powell, in order to 
protect the USB connector from being damaged and lo prevent external 
exposure of the USB connector when the memory device is not connected to the 
USB-supporting data processing system ■ as is suggested by Liu and Powell. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Mil ler, Powell, and Liu, whether taken alone or in 

combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among olher things, 

a connector cover elastically biased against an external surface <>l the portable) 
memory device to cover the USB connector when the portable memory device is 
not connected to the USB-supporting data processing system thereby protecting 
the USB connector from damage, the elastically biased connector covet being 
slidably retractable over the external surface ol the portable memory device to 
expose the USB connector when connected to the USR port. 

In contrast, as discussed above, Pow ell illustrate;; in FIGS. and 10 that retractable sheath 14 

retracts within body 16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased again:;! spring.'; retractable 

sheath 14 is not a "connector cover" thai is "claslically biased ngiwir.t nn external :nnlnco" ol a 
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"portable memory device" where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over the external 
surface of the portable memory device" (emphasis added). Although Liu illustrates in FIG. 2 
that the protective lid 13 is slidable on insulating cover handle 4, Liu fails to teach or suggest 
that the protective lid 1 3 is "elastically biased against an external surface" of a "portable memory 
device" and where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over the external surface of the 
portable memory device" (emphasis added). At best, Uu illustrates in FIG. 2 that the protective 
lid 13 is biased against the protective lid spring 10 - not that the protective lid 13 is "elastically 
biased against an external surface" of a "portable memory device" (emphasis added). 

Since Miller , Powell , and Liu, whether taken alone or in combination with one another, 
fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 1 , claim 1 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On pages 15 and 16 of the Office Action, the Examiner still further contends that Ellison 
describes "a connector cover [60, FIG. 5] elastically biased to cover a connector [50, FIG. 5] 
when the connector is not connected to a receptacle [FIG. 3] thereby protecting the connector 
from damage" and "the connector cover being slidably retractable against the elastic bias [75, 
FIG. 5] to expose the connector when the connector is connected to the receptacle |FIG. 4j." 
On page 16 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends thai 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a connector cover, as is taught by Powell, in order to 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector and to prevent objects from 
coming into contact with the USB connector - thereby protecting the USB 
connector from damage when the memory device is not connected to Ihe U SB- 
supporting data processing system (as are suggested by Powell and Fllison). 

Applicant respectfully submits that Miller, Powell, and Ellison, whether taken alone or in 

combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other Ihings, 

a connector cover elastically biased against an external surface ol the portable 
memory device to cover the USB connector when Ihe portable memory device i:; 
not connected to the USB-supporting data processing system thereby protecting 
the USB connector from damage, the elastically biased connector cover being 
slidably retractable over the external surface of the portable memory device to 
expose the USB connector when connected lo the USB port. 

In contrast, as discussed above, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 0 mid 10 that ii.-ltactable sheath 14 

retracts within body 16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against r^innjr, retractable 
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sheath 14 is not a "connector cover" that is "elastically biased against an external surface" of a 
"portable memory device" where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over the external 
surface of the portable memory device" (emphasis added). Ellison illustrates in FIGS. 2-4 that 
the blade cover member 60 is slidably inserted into casing 20, and that blade cover member 60 
is biased against casing 20 by springs 75. Thus, the blade cover member 60 is not a "connector 
cover" that is "elastically biased against an external surface" of a "portable memory device" 
where the "connector cover" is "slidably retractable over the external surface of the portable 
memory device" (emphasis added). 

Since Miller , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination with one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 1 , 
claim 1 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection and allowance of this claim are earnestly 
solicited. 

Claims 7 and 8 

With regard to claims 7 and 8, it is requested that for at loasl the reasons that these; 
claims depend from allowable claim 1, and therefore contain each of Ihe features as recited in 
claim 1, claims 7 and 8 are also patentable over Miller and P_owell, or Miller, Powell, and Liu, or 
Miller , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination will) ono another. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of these rejections and allowance of Ihese claims is earnestly 
solicited. 

Rejection under 35 USC §103 

Claims 25-28, 31-32 and 46 have been rejeelod under 3!) U.S.C. §1 03(a) as hciiuj 
unpatentable over Miller in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,292,890 lo Crisan (hereinallei "Cii:;an") 
and further in view of Powell- Claims 25-28, 31-32 and 46 havo boon alternatively rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Miller in view of Cnsan, and luilliet in view 
of Powell and Liu . Claims 25-28, 31-32 and 46 have; boon also allomalivoly rejected under 3!) 
U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over M\\\cr in vic -w ol Crisan and lurlher in view ol I 'owoll 
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and Ellison . In view of the following remarks, reconsideration and allowance of these claims are 
earnestly solicited. 



Claim 25 

Applicant has amended claim 25 to recite, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
when power is applied to the host computer, the attaching operation comprising 
automatically sliding a cover that is elastically biased against an external surface 
of the USB security device backward over the exterior surface of the USB 
security device in a direction opposite to a direction of inserting the USB security 
device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached to the USB 
port of the host computer. 



On page 18 of the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledges and Applicant agrees that 
Miller fails to teach or suggest "the attaching operation comprising automatically sliding a covor 
on the USB security device backward in a direction opposite to a direction of inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached to the USB port of 
the host computer." The Examiner contends that Powell describes 

automatically sliding a cover [14, FIGs. 1 1-12] on a plug backward in a direction 
opposite a direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is attached to 
the port to expose a connector of the plug only when inserted into the port [FIGs. 
11-12], and to cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the port 
[FIGs. 9-10] thereby protecting the connector from damage:. 

The Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the lime the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on the USB 
security device - hence automatically sliding a cover |14, l-IGs. 1 1 12| on the 
USB security device backward in a direction opposite a direction ol inserting the: 
USB security device into the USB port of the host computer when the USB 
connector is attached to the USB port to expose the USB connector only when 
inserted into the USB port, in order to prevent external exposure ol the USB 
connector and to protect the USB connector. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Miller and Powe ll, whether taken alone oi in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, arming oilier thing;. , 
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attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
when power is applied to the host computer, the attaching operation comprising 
automatically sliding a cover that is elastically biased against an external surface 
of the USB security device backward over the exterior surface of the USB 
security device in a direction opposite to a direction of inserting the USB security 
device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached to the USB 
port of the host computer. 



In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - the retractable sheath 14 is not 
"elastically biased against an external surface" of a USB security device, nor is it "retracted 
backward over the exterior surface of the USB security device" (emphasis added). 

Since Miller and Powell , whether taken alone or in combination with one another, fail to 
teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 25, claim 25 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 19 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Liu describes 

sliding a cover [13, FIG. 2] on a plug [FIG. 2 backward in a direction opposite a 
direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is attached to the port lo 
expose a connector [8, FIG. 2] of the plug only when inserted into I he porl, and to 
cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into Ihe porl thereby protecting 
the connector from damage [FIG. 2; page 3, line 6; page 3, line 2). 

The Examiner contends that 

"[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on Ihc USB 
security device in order to protect the USB connector from being damaged and to 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector - as is suggested by I iu and 
Powell. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Miller , Powell , and I . in, whether taken alone or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port ol the host computer prior to 
when power is applied to the host computer, the attaching operation comprising 
automatically sliding a cover that is elastically biased against an external suifnee 
of the USB security device backward over the exterior surface; ol Ihe USB 
security device in a direction opposite to a direction ol inserting the Uoli security 
device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached to the IhSH 
port of the host computer. 
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In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - the retractable sheath 14 is not 
"elastically biased against an external surface" of a USB security device, nor is it "retracted 
backward over the exterior surface of the USB security device" (emphasis added). Although Liu 
illustrates in FIG. 2 that the protective lid 13 is slidable on insulating cover handle 4, Liu fails to 
teach or suggest that the protective lid 13 is "elastically biased against an external surface" of a 
USB security device (emphasis added). At best, Liu illustrates in FIG. 2 that the protective lid 
1 3 is biased against the protective lid spring 10 — not that the protective lid 1 3 is "elastically 
biased against an external surface" (emphasis added) of the USB security device. 

Since Miller , Powell , and Liu, whether taken alone or in combination with one another, 
fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 25, claim 25 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 19 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Ellison describes 

automatically sliding a cover [60, FIG. 5] on a plug [10, FIG. 5] backward in a 
direction opposite a direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is 
attached to the port to expose a connector of the plug only when inserted into the 
port [FIG. 4], and to cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the 
port [FIG. 3] thereby protecting the connector from damage. 

On pages 19 and 20 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arl at the; limo Iho 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on Iho USB 
security device in order to prevent external exposure of Iho USB connector and 
to prevent objects from coming into contact with the USB connector, and thereby 
protecting the USB connector from damage - as are suggested by Powell and 
Ellison. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Miller , Powell , and Ellison, whether taken alone or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
when power is applied to the host computer, the attaching operation comprising 
automatically sliding a cover that is elastically biased against an external smlace 
of the USB security device backward over the exterior surface ol the USB 
security device in a direction opposite to a direction of inserting the USB security 
device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached to the USB 
port of the host computer. 
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In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs- the retractable sheath 14 is not 
"elastically biased against an external surface" of a USB security device, nor is it "retracted 
backward over the exterior surface of the USB security device" (emphasis added). Ellison 
illustrates in FIGS. 2-4 that the blade cover member 60 is slidably inserted into casing 20, and 
that blade cover member 60 is biased against casing 20 by springs 75. Thus, the blade cover 
member 60 is not "elastically biased against an external surface" of a USB security device, nor 
is it "retracted backward over the exterior surface of the USB security device" (emphasis 
added). 

Since Miller , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination with one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 25, 
claim 25 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of these rejections and allowance of these claims is earnestly 
solicited. 

Claims 26-28 and 31 

With regard to claims 26-28 and 31 , it is requested that for at least the reasons that 
these claims depend from allowable claim 25, and therefore contain each of the features as 
recited in claim 25, claims 26-28 are also patentable Miller , Crisan , and Powell, or Miller, Crisan, 
Powell and Liu, or Miller , Crisan , Powell and Ellison , whether taken alone; or in combination with 
one another. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of these rejections and allowance of these claims is earnestly 
solicited. 

Claim 32 

With regard to claim 32, it is requested that for at least Iho reason that Ihis claim 
depends from allowable claim 1 , and therefore oonlains each ol Iho lealtiies as, recited in claim 
1, claim 32 is also patentable over Miller , Crisan, and Powell, or Miller, Cnsan, Powell and I m, 
or Miller , Crisan , Powell and Ellison , whether laken alone or in combinalion wilh one another 
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Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection and allowance of this claim is earnestly solicited. 



Claim 46 

Applicant has amended claim 46 to recite, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
the power being applied thereto, the attaching including inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port and thereby retracting a cover that is elastically 
biased against a connector and surrounds the connector on the USB security 
device by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the insertion 
of the USB security device. 

On page 21 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Miller , Powell , Liu , and 
Ellison describe 

the attaching including inserting the USB security device into the USB port and 
thereby retracting a cover surrounding a connector on the USB security device 
by engaging with a periphery of the USB port response to the insertion of the 
USB security device (see teaching of Miller, Powell, Liu and Ellison and bases of 
rejection of claim 25 above). 

On page 18 of the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledges and Applicant agrees that 
Miller fails to teach or suggest "the attaching operation comprising automatically sliding a cover 
on the USB security device backward in a direction opposite to a direction of inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached to Ihe USB port of 
the host computer." The Examiner contends that Powell describes 

automatically sliding a cover [14, FIGs. 11-12] on a plug backward in a direction 
opposite a direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is attached to 
the port to expose a connector of the plug only when inserted into Ihe poil |l IG:;. 
11-12], and to cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the port 
[FIGs. 9-10] thereby protecting the connector from damage. 

The Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the; linn: the; 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on the USB 
security device - hence automatically sliding a cover [14, FIGs. 11171 on llu; 
USB security device backward in a direction opposite a direction ol in;,eilin<j llu; 
USB security device into the USB port of the host computer when the USB 
connector is attached to the USB port to expose the USB connector only when 
inserted into the USB port, in order to prevent external exposure ol the USH 
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connector and to protect the USB connector. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Miller and Powell , whether taken alone or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
the power being applied thereto, the attaching including inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port and thereby retracting a cover that is elastically 
biased against a connector and surrounds the connector on the USB security 
device by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the insertion 
of the USB security device. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within 
body 16 and cap 18, and that the sheath 14 is biased by springs. The retractable 
sheath 14 is not "elastically biased against a connector" and "surrounds the connector" 
on a "USB security device" that is retractable "by engaging with a periphery of the USB 
port responsive to the insertion of the USB security device" (emphasis added). 

Since Miller and Powell , whether taken alone or in combination with one another, fail to 
teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 46, claim 46 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 19 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Liu describes 

sliding a cover [13, FIG. 2] on a plug [FIG. 2 backward in a direction opposite a 
direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is attached to the port to 
expose a connector [8, FIG. 2] of the plug only when inserted into the port, and to 
cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the port thereby protecting 
the connector from damage [FIG. 2; page 3, line 6; page 3, line 2). 

The Examiner contends that 

"[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on the USB 
security device in order to protect the USB connector from being damaged and to 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector - as is suggested by Liu and 
Powell. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Miller , Powell , and Uu, whether Uiken nlono or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computet piior 1o 
the power being applied thereto, the attaching including inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port and thereby retracting a cover thai i;; elnslically 
biased against a connector and surrounds the connector on the USB security 



29 



Serial No.: 09/685,138 

Docket No.: 112-1001 

Amendment dated October 24, 2008 

Reply to the Office Action of July 24, 2008 



device by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the insertion 
of the USB security device. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that the sheath 14 is biased by springs. The retractable sheath 14 is not 
"elastically biased against a connector" and "surrounds the connector" on a "USB security 
device" that is retractable "by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the 
insertion of the USB security device" (emphasis added). Although Liu illustrates in FIG. 2 that 
the protective lid 13 is slidable on insulating cover handle 4, Liu fails to teach or suggest that the 
protective lid 13 is "elastically biased against a connector" of a USB security device. At best, Liu 
illustrates in FIG. 2 that the protective lid 13 is biased against the protective lid spring 10 — not 
that the protective lid 13 is "elastically biased against a connector" (emphasis added) of the USB 
security device. 

Since Miller , Powell , and Liu, whether taken alone or in combination with one another, 
fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 46, claim 46 is 
patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 1 9 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Ellison describes 

automatically sliding a cover [60, FIG. 5] on a plug [10, FIG. 5] backward in a 
direction opposite a direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is 
attached to the port to expose a connector of the plug only when inserted into the 
port [FIG. 4], and to cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the 
port [FIG. 3] thereby protecting the connector from damage. 

On pages 19 and 20 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on Ihc USB 
security device in order to prevent external exposure ol the USB connoclor and 
to prevent objects from coming into contact with the USB connector, and Ihcrcby 
protecting the USB connector from damage - as are suggested by Powell and 
Ellison. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Miller , P owell , and Elli son , whether taken alone or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of Iho hosl computer prior lo 
the power being applied thereto, the attaching including inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port and thereby retracting a cover thai ii; elastically 
biased against a connector and surrounds the connoclor on the USB r.ocurily 
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device by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the insertion 
of the USB security device. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that the sheath 14 is biased by springs. The retractable sheath 14 is not 
"elastically biased against a connector"' and "surrounds the connector" on a "USB security 
device" that is retractable "by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the 
insertion of the USB security device" (emphasis added). Ellison illustrates in FIGS. 2-4 that the 
blade cover member 60 is biased against casing 20 with springs 75. Thus, the blade cover 
member 60 is not "elastically biased against a connector" of a USB security device (emphasis 
added). 

Since Miller , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination with one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 46, 
claim 46 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of these rejections and allowance of these claims is earnestly 
solicited. 

Rejection under 35 USC §103 

Claims 25-28, 31-32 and 46 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,189,099 to Rallis et al. (hereinafter " Rallis ") in view of 
Crisan and further in view of Powell . Claims 25-28, 31-32 and 46 have been alternately rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Rallis in view of Cr isan , and in further view 
of Powell and Liu . Claims 25-28, 31-32 and 46 have been also alternately rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Rallis in view ol Crisan and further in view of Powell 
and Ellison . In view of the following remarks, reconsideration and allowance of Ihoso claims arc; 
earnestly solicited. 

Claim 25 

Applicant has amended claim 25 to recite, among oilier thing:;, 

attaching the USB security device to Iho USB porl ol the host computet prior to 
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when power is applied to the host computer, the attaching operation comprising 
automatically sliding a cover that is elastically biased against an external surface 
of the USB security device backward over the exterior surface of the USB 
security device in a direction opposite to a direction of inserting the USB security 
device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached to the USB 
port of the host computer. 

On page 22 of the Office Action, the Examiner states to "[s]ee the rejections of claims 
25-28, 31-32 above for the teaching of prior art bases of rejection." 

On page 18 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Powell describes 

automatically sliding a cover [14, FIGs. 1 1-12] on a plug backward in a direction 
opposite a direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is attached to 
the port to expose a connector of the plug only when inserted into the port [FIGs. 
11-12], and to cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the port 
[FIGs. 9-10] thereby protecting the connector from damage. 

The Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on the USB 
security device - hence automatically sliding a cover [14, FIGs. 11-12] on the 
USB security device backward in a direction opposite a direction of inserting the 
USB security device into the USB port of the host computer when the USB 
connector is attached to the USB port to expose the USB connector only when 
inserted into the USB port, in order to prevent external exposure of the USB 
connector and to protect the USB connector. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Rallis , Crisan , and Powell, whether taken alone or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
when power is applied to the host computer, the attaching operalion comprising 
automatically sliding a cover that is elaslically biased against an external surface 
of the USB security device backward over the exterior surface of the USB 
security device in a direction opposite to a direction of inserting the tJSB security 
device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached lo the USB 
port of the host computer. 



In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs the retractable shoalh 14 is not 
"elastically biased against an external surface" of a USB security device, nor is it "retracted 
backward over the exterior surface of the USB security device" (emphasis added). 
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Since Rallis , Crisan , and Powell , whether taken alone or in combination with one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 25, 
claim 25 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 19 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Lju describes 

sliding a cover [13, FIG. 2] on a plug [FIG. 2 backward in a direction opposite a 
direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is attached to the port to 
expose a connector [8, FIG. 2] of the plug only when inserted into the port, and to 
cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the port thereby protecting 
the connector from damage [FIG. 2; page 3, line 6; page 3, line 2}. 

The Examiner contends that 

"[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on the USB 
security device in order to protect the USB connector from being damaged and to 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector - as is suggested by Liu and 
Powell. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Rallis , Crisan , Powell , and Liu, whether taken alone 
or in combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
when power is applied to the host computer, the attaching operation comprising 
automatically sliding a cover that is elastically biased against an external surface 
of the USB security device backward over the exterior surface of the USB 
security device in a direction opposite to a direction of inserting the USB security 
device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached to the USB 
port of the host computer. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retraclablo sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - the retractable sheath 14 is not 
"elastically biased against an external surface" of a USB security device, nor is il "retracted 
backward over the exterior surface of the USB security device" (emphasis added). Although Liu 
illustrates in FIG. 2 that the protective lid 13 is slidablc on insulating cover handle 4, Liu fails to 
teach or suggest that the protective lid 13 is "elastically biased againsl an external suilucu" of a 
USB security device (emphasis added). At best, Liu illustrates in FIG. 2 thai Iho protective lid 
13 is biased against the protective lid spring 10 — not lhal the protective lid 13 is "olaslicnlly 
biased against an external surface" the USB security device. 

Since Rallis , Crisan , Powell, and Liu, whether taken alone or in combination with one 
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another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 25, 
claim 25 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 19 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Ellison describes 

automatically sliding a cover [60, FIG. 5] on a plug [10, FIG. 5] backward in a 
direction opposite a direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is 
attached to the port to expose a connector of the plug only when inserted into the 
port [FIG. 4], and to cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the 
port [FIG. 3] thereby protecting the connector from damage. 

On pages 19 and 20 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on the USB 
security device in order to prevent external exposure of the USB connector and 
to prevent objects from coming into contact with the USB connector, and thereby 
protecting the USB connector from damage - as are suggested by Powell and 
Ellison. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Rallis , Crisan , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken 
alone or in combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
when power is applied to the host computer, the attaching operation comprising 
automatically sliding a cover that is elastically biased against an external surface 
of the USB security device backward over the exterior surface of the USB 
security device in a direction opposite to a direction of inserting the USB security 
device into the USB port when the USB security device is attached to the USB 
port of the host computer. 



In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that sheath 14 is biased against springs - the- retractable shcalh 14 is not 
"elastically biased against an external surface" of a USB security device, nor is il "retracted 
backward over the exterior surface of the USB security device" (emphasis added). Ellison 
illustrates in FIGS. 2-4 that the blade cover member 60 is slidably insetted inlo casing 20. Thus, 
the blade cover member 60 is not "elastically biased againsl an external surface" of a USB 
security device, nor is it "retracted backward over the exterior suikico of Hie USB security 
device" (emphasis added). 

Since Rallis , Crisan , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination with one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 2b, 
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claim 25 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of these rejections and allowance of these claims is earnestly 
solicited. 

Claims 26-28 and 31 

With regard to claims 26-28 and 31 , it is requested that for at least the reasons that 
these claims depend from allowable claim 25, and therefore contain each of the features as 
recited in claim 25, claims 26-28 are also patentable over Rallis , Crisan , and Powell , or Rallis. 
Crisan , Powell , and Liu, or Rallis , Crisan , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in 
combination with one another. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of these rejections and allowance of these claims is earnestly 
solicited. 

Claim 32 

With regard to claim 32, it is requested that for at least the reason that this claim 
depends from allowable claim 1 , and therefore contains each of the features as recited in claim 
1 , claim 32 is also patentable over Rallis , Crisan , and Powell , or Rallis , Crisan , P owell , and Liu , 
or Rallis , Crisan , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alone or in combination with one another. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection and allowance of Ihis claim is earnestly solicited. 
Claim 46 

Applicant has amended claim 46 to recite, among other tilings, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
the power being applied thereto, the attaching including inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port and thereby retracting a cover that is dnslicnlly 
biased against a connector and surrounds the connector on the USB security 
device by engaging with a periphery of the USB port losponsivu to the insorlion 
of the USB security device. 

On page 22 of the Office Action, the Examiner stales to "|s|ee the rejections of claims 
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25-28, 31-32 above for the teaching of prior art bases of rejection." 

On page 1 8 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Powell describes 

automatically sliding a cover [14, FIGs. 11-12] on a plug backward in a direction 
opposite a direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is attached to 
the port to expose a connector of the plug only when inserted into the port [FIGs. 
11-12], and to cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the port 
[FIGs. 9-10] thereby protecting the connector from damage. 

The Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on the USB 
security device - hence automatically sliding a cover [14, FIGs. 11-12] on the 
USB security device backward in a direction opposite a direction of inserting the 
USB security device into the USB port of the host computer when the USB 
connector is attached to the USB port to expose the USB connector only when 
inserted into the USB port, in order to prevent external exposure of the USB 
connector and to protect the USB connector. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Rallis . Crisan , and Powell , whether taken alone or in 
combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
the power being applied thereto, the attaching including inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port and thereby retracting a cover that is elastically 
biased against a connector and surrounds the connector on the USB security 
device by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the insertion 
of the USB security device. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts wilhin 
body 16 and cap 18, and that the sheath 14 is biased by springs. The retractable 
sheath 14 is not "elastically biased against a connector" and "surrounds the connector" 
on a "USB security device" that is retractable "by engaging wilh a periphery of the USB 
port responsive to the insertion of the USB security device." 

Since Rallis , Crisan , and Powell , whether taken alone or in combination wilh one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 46, 
claim 46 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 19 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Liu describe:; 

sliding a cover [13, FIG. 2] on a plug [FIG. 2 backward in a direclion opposite a 
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direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is attached to the port to 
expose a connector [8, FIG. 2] of the plug only when inserted into the port, and to 
cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the port thereby protecting 
the connector from damage [FIG. 2; page 3, line 6; page 3, line 2]. 

The Examiner contends that 

"[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on the USB 
security device in order to protect the USB connector from being damaged and to 
prevent external exposure of the USB connector - as is suggested by Liu and 
Powell. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Rallis , Crisan , Powell , and Liu, whether taken alone 
or in combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
the power being applied thereto, the attaching including inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port and thereby retracting a cover that is elastically 
biased against a connector and surrounds the connector on the USB security 
device by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the insertion 
of the USB security device. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that the sheath 14 is biased by springs. The retractable sheath 14 is not 
"elastically biased against a connector" and "surrounds the connector" on a "USB security 
device" that is retractable "by engaging with a periphery of the USB porl responsive to the 
insertion of the USB security device." Although Liu illustrates in FIG. 2 that the protective lid 13 
is slidable on insulating cover handle 4, Liu fails to teach or suggest that the protective lid 13 is 
"elastically biased against a connector" of a USB security device. At best, Liu illustrates in FIG. 
2 that the protective lid 13 is biased against the protective lid spring 10 not that the protective 
lid 13 is "elastically biased against a connector" (emphasis added) ol the USB security device. 

Since Rallis , Crisan , Powell , and Liu, whether taken alone or in combination with one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 46, 
claim 46 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

On page 19 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that Ellison describes 

automatically sliding a cover [60, FIG. 5] on a plug [10, FIG. 5] backward in a 
direction opposite a direction of inserting the plug into a port when the plug is 
attached to the port to expose a connector of the plug only when inserted into the 
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port [FIG. 4], and to cover the connector when the plug is not inserted into the 
port [FIG. 3] thereby protecting the connector from damage. 

On pages 19 and 20 of the Office Action, the Examiner contends that 

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add a sliding cover, as is taught by Powell, on the USB 
security device in order to prevent external exposure of the USB connector and 
to prevent objects from coming into contact with the USB connector, and thereby 
protecting the USB connector from damage - as are suggested by Powell and 
Ellison. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Rail is , Crisan , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken 
alone or in combination with one another, fail to teach or suggest, among other things, 

attaching the USB security device to the USB port of the host computer prior to 
the power being applied thereto, the attaching including inserting the USB 
security device into the USB port and thereby retracting a cover that is elastically 
biased against a connector and surrounds the connector on the USB security 
device by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the insertion 
of the USB security device. 

In contrast, Powell illustrates in FIGS. 9 and 10 that retractable sheath 14 retracts within body 
16 and cap 18, and that the sheath 14 is biased by springs. The retractable sheath 14 is not 
"elastically biased against a connector" and "surrounds the connector" on a "USB security 
device" that is retractable "by engaging with a periphery of the USB port responsive to the 
insertion of the USB security device." Ellison illustrates in FIGS. 2-4 that the blade cover 
member 60 is biased against casing 20 with springs 75. Thus, the blade cover member 60 is 
not "elastically biased against a connector"' of a USB security device (emphasis added). 

Since Rallis , Crisan , Powell , and Ellison , whether taken alono or in combination with one 
another, fail to teach or suggest every element as recited in Applicant's independent claim 46, 
claim 46 is patentably distinguishable and deemed to be allowable. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of these rejections and allowance ol Ihese claims is earnestly 
solicited. 
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Double Patenting 

Claims 1 and 33-42 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 26-28, 47-49 and 51- 
56 of copending Application No. 11/410,105. As discussed above, Applicant has amended 
independent claims 1 and 33. Accordingly, reconsideration of these claims and withdrawal of 
these rejections are earnestly solicited. 

Double Patenting 

Claims 2, 4-8, 22-24, 25-28 and 31-32 are provisionally rejected on the ground of 
nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 21-23 and 
26-28 of copending Application No. 1 1/410,105 in view of Miller and/or Abbott . As discussed 
above, Applicant has amended independent claim 1, from which claims 2, 4-8, 22-24, and 32 
depend. Applicant has also amended independent claim 25, from which claims 26-28 and 31 
depend. Applicant respectfully submits that these claims are patentable over the prior art of 
record, including Miller and/or Abbott , for at least the reasons discussed above. Accordingly, 
reconsideration of these claims and withdrawal of these rejections are earnestly solicited. 

Conclusion 

It is respectfully submitted that a full and complete response has been made lo the 
outstanding Office Action and, as such, there being no other objections or rejections, this 
application is in condition for allowance, and a notice to this effect is earnestly solicited. 

If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited lo telephone the undersigned at the 
number provided below. 
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If any further fees are required in connection with the filing of this amendment, please 
charge the same to our Deposit Account No. 502827. 



Respectfully submitted, 



STANZIONE & KIM, LLP 



Dated: October 24, 2008 
919 18 th St., NW, Suite 440 
Washington, DC 20006 



By: 



Kevin T. Roddy 
Registration No. 50,577 



Telephone: (202) 775-1900 
Facsimile: (202) 775-1901 
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